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Abstract 
The main purpose of this study is to investigate graduate students’ feedback in using on-line supervision (E-supervision using 
blogs) in a research methodology course. The teaching methods used in the course were conventional, mainly utilizing "Face 
to Face"(F2F) mode which has its limitations in terms of space and time. One of the ‘complaints’ about the course is that the 
lecturers were too busy with their consultation work within and outside the main campus and the lack of time for ‘face to 
face’ consultations with students. Another problem is the difficulty of the students, especially those registered as part-timers 
and staying outside of Kuala Lumpur to meet their instructors regularly for consultations especially during the weekdays 
because of their work commitment. With the introduction of E-supervision using blogs, the problem of students unable to 
meet their instructors may be a thing of the past. E-learning via CMC is a concept where students no longer need to go 
through the physical process to communicate and interact with their instructors. What is required is just a computer or a tablet 
and an internet access. E-supervision could provide a more flexible method of learning for students especially for graduate 
students. With the availability of the on-line supervision, the difficulty that students face in meeting with their instructors 
would become a thing of the past.  The graduate students were generally positive about the use of online supervision. 
 
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1.Introduction 
 
  Teaching has undergone a dramatic change in the last 20 years, especially in the area of the study of learning 
(Dervan et. al 2006). This is especially true particularly with the advent of the internet. The role played by the 
internet in the teaching form has been enormous (Greenhow et. al 2009). As a result of the explosion of internet 
use, online instruction has seen a similar transformation. More and more courses at the tertiary level are now 
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conducted online. The traditional way of teaching or commonly known as face to face (FtF) teaching has been 
criticized for a number of reasons. Among the criticisms are that it promotes passive learning, ignores individual 
differences and the needs of the students and does not promote critical thinking and other higher order thinking 
skills (Banapathy, 1982; Hannum and Briggs, 1982). The differences in the perceived learning between using 
online approach and face-to-face environment have been discussed for several years (Batts, D. 2008, Atan, et al., 
2004). Coldeway (1995) maintains that there are four different approaches to using technology in higher 
education.  They are: 
1. Same time, same place – this is a traditional face-to-face approach where the instructor and learners are in the 
same geographical location at the same time.   
2. Different time, same place – participants in the learning and teaching process interact in the same space but at 
a time they choose; for example, in asynchronous online discussions. 
3. Same time, different place – this could be viewed as individual students working independently but at the same 
time, not located at the same place. 
4. Different time, different place – learners and instructors are separated geographically and also by time.   
 
Wu and Tsai (2006) maintained that students who are internet savvy tend to do better with the internet learning. 
In another study, Chin-Chung Tsai (2006) found that students’ perceptions of the internet have a deep impact on 
their attitudes towards technology and this influences their learning efficiency. However, in another  study 
conducted by Summers, Waigandt, & Whittaker (2005) they  found that students who take online courses appear 
to be  less satisfied with the courses compared with courses conducted traditionally  on several  aspects  such as 
replies to immediate questions; non-verbal communication,  and the language of the professor. Davies & Graff 
(2005) found that the use of online time does not have significant influence on students’ achieving passing grade, 
but students who failed in the traditional classroom do not always fail in the online courses. Similarly, Maurino 
(2007) in his study maintains that classes using the online mode tend to   create more interactions compared to 
classes that are conducted using the traditional method. However, according to Warren and Holloman (2005), 
there is not much difference in terms of the learners’ achievement between courses run online and the traditional 
classroom mode. Conlon (1997), however, maintained that instructors and coaches do not support on-line 
teaching because they do not believe it can solve the learning and teaching problems. Whitman et al (2005) have 
claimed that computer-mediated-communication (CMC) and face-to-face (F2F) interactions are equivalent 
modes.  
 
Wu & Tsai (2006) have also found that graduate students tend to show more interest in using the online mode. 
Oterholm’s (2009) study provides important depth to the discussion of internet-supported field in education by 
blending synchronous and asynchronous methods and connecting these technologies to existing pedagogies of 
learning. His study found that using both formats provided more advantage to the students. Larson and Sung 
(2009) have maintained that there are not much differences between courses conducted online compared to 
courses run using the blended approach i.e. combining online and face to face instructions. In another study, 
Harrington and Loffredo (2010) found that students would prefer online courses compared to the traditionally run 
courses because the online course gave them the opportunity to be innovative and to use the computer 
technology. According to Artino (2010), the students did not need the face-to-face class experience or class 
participation.  According to Redmond (2011), academics who have commonly taught in a face-to-face 
environment are under pressure to include ICTs into their face-to-face teaching and to work in blended and online 
modes. 
 
Harasim (1990) suggests a number of key differences between computer-mediated communication and face-to-
face approach namely in the areas of time dependence, place dependence, the structure of communication and 
richness of communication. An and Frick’s (2006) reports a different finding. They maintain that  face-to-face 
communication is faster, easier and more convenient than computer-mediated communication in the context of 
education. Dan Carnevale (2002) similarly reports that students who enrolled in online sections of a course at 
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Michigan State University (MSU) in the United States  did not do  as well as students who had taken  the same 
course using the face-to-face mode. Soles (2001) argues that one of the elements lacking in teacher-student 
interaction online relates to encouragement. Moreover, students tend to learn more effectively when teacher 
feedback praises “those aspects of their work that deserve praise and criticize[s] weaknesses constructively, in a 
voice that suggests that the student’s work can and will improve with some extra effort” (p. 123).The advantages  
of online instruction have been well documented and include greater and higher quality interaction with students  
as reported in studies namely by  Kashy, E., M et . al (2000) , 22 Hartman, J. et al (2000), Shea, P.et al (2000). 
Larkin-Hein (2001) maintains that the use of an online component in a course would create a new way in which 
the learner can play an active part in the learning process.  Althaus (1997) found that a combination of face-to-
face and computer-mediated discussion provides a superior learning environment compared to the traditional 
classroom alone. 
 
1.2 The purpose of the study 
 
Most  of the studies that investigated the use of the  online approach  found that students do learn equally well 
from online courses as they do from traditional approach courses. However, most of these studies have been done 
in western countries and very few studies have been investigated in Malaysia.  What is interesting is that most of 
the studies on the use of online mode tend to focus on the technological aspects but very few studies investigated 
the online mode for online supervision using a blog, for example. Hence, this study intends to find out the  
students’ feedback with regard to their readiness in using the online approach. It intends to investigate students’ 
perception of using blogs as a form of learning in a research methodology class. Specifically, the two main 
objectives of this study are: 
 
1) To investigate the graduate students’ readiness in using  the online supervison in a research methodology class. 
2) To get the students’ reactions regarding  the use of online supervision in the research class. 
2. Methods 
 
This study utilized a qualitative approach in conducting the research on graduate students’ reactions in using the 
on-line supervision. ‘Individual interviews’ were conducted on six students who were taking the course. The 
interview was open, semi-formal and semi-structured. The participants were asked a number of questions related 
to the online supervision. The interview questions were constructed by the researcher with close reference to the 
research questions and the framework adopted in the study. The interview questions were checked by a content 
expert and piloted to ensure that questions were clear for the students. The interview data was to be analysed 
quantitatively.  
 
3. Results 
 
The findings are categorized based on the following themes 
3.1 The use of online supervision in the research methodology course 
 
Based on the interview, most of the graduate students believed that the online supervision should be used in the 
research methodology class. They believed that it is a means for them to ‘meet’ their instructors. According to 
them, incorporating the online supervision into the course instead of just having the course run face-to-face was a 
good way to solve the difficulty of meeting the busy instructors. Only one of the respondents (R3) disagreed as 
she felt that using face to face supervision is still “… the best way still to communicate with the supervisor.” 
Another student (R5) however, was a little cautious in which she maintained that it should be used only partially. 
It should not be used as the whole part. Respondent 6 maintained that by incorporating the online supervision, 
students would get faster feedback from the instructors. Feedback is the fundamental aspect in consultation, 
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therefore it did not matter how the students get in touch with the instructors as long as there were comments and 
feedback. However, one student said that even though the online supervision was good, it should be used together 
with face-to-face supervision. To her, face-to-face communication is the best way for supervision because there 
might be misunderstanding arising from an online communication.  
 
In short, most of the students acknowledged great advantages of using online supervision, and one of the reasons 
which they repeatedly mentioned was time saving. According to R5 and R3, the students did not have to come to 
the faculty to submit their drafts or ask any advice regarding their research proposal. This is understandable 
because most of them were part-time students who had work commitment. It was difficult for them to meet their 
instructors for proposal consultations. They could easily reach the instructors through the online platform. One of 
them also added that the online supervision would also benefit students who had a high anxiety level because of 
the trepidation of meeting their instructors. Two students (R2 and R6) also mentioned that they did not have to 
make an appointment for consultations with the instructors considering they were busy with their work. 
Therefore, both instructors and students could save their time for something else. Online supervision lets the 
students improve their work in the comfort of their own home without having to go to the instructor’s office for 
consultations.  
 
3.2 Positive aspects about the online supervision 
 
There were a number of positive aspects that the graduate students liked about the online supervision. One of the 
good things mentioned is that it saves time. One of the students, however, maintained that one of the best aspects 
of the online supervision is that “…I can easily find my supervisor”. What she means is that the instructor is 
always there virtually whenever and wherever she needs to get in touch with him. Another student liked the 
comments on the blog. The instructor and other students would write their comments in the blogs. Respondent 6 
however liked the “…recording part” of the blog. All the drafts of the proposal were kept online in the blog. 
Progress of the students’ proposal could also be seen from the first draft to the final draft. The students could 
actually see their own progress of writing their proposals. 
 
3.3 The least favourite part about online supervision 
 
Based on the interview, most of the students disliked the online supervision using blog as it did not have the 
important aspect of face-to-face supervision which was the facial expression and gestures. The use of blog did 
not allow for both parties to see one another.  R1 for example says “… it doesn’t make things clear for both sides. 
If the …the professor gives an advice to the students for the supervision the student does (sic) not get it clearly so 
it’s trouble. Both of them will face trouble”. There is a distance between the instructors and the students. 
Therefore, the information might not be clear and misunderstanding might arise between the student and the 
instructor. Besides that, according to R3, the implementation of the online supervision should have been more 
systematic. The coordinator of the course should plan the online component more systematically and not just 
push it through for the sake of having the CMC part. Furthermore, R3 stated that the instructor should have put 
more effort towards the use of the blog.  R5 also argued that the online supervision was disadvantageous for 
people who were computer illiterate or who did not own proper hardware for online learning. 
 
 
3.4 The concerns about the online supervision 
 
Most of the students in the interview were concerned about the lack of feedback from the instructors. The 
students said that the course instructors should pay more attention to the blog because the students expected to 
get immediate feedback from them. Besides that, the students were concerned about the misunderstanding that 
might occur because of the online supervision. The online supervision did not give full picture of real 
326   Mohd Sallehhudin Abd Aziz /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  118 ( 2014 )  322 – 329 
supervision. . R1 says “it does not give you the full picture”. Another student voiced her concerns about the 
instructors’ perception towards them. Some of the students could not get access the internet as often as their 
classmate, so the students might be presumed to be lazy because she/he did not see the feedback from the 
instructors in that time span. Another student raised the problem of students not getting good access to the 
internet. 
 
3.5 Problems faced in using the online supervision 
 
Based on the interview, most of the students were having problems with the instructors’ lack of attention towards 
the online supervision. One student (R5) said that the lecturer did not fully utilize the online supervision but the 
students felt forced to use it. The students did not see the benefit in online supervision because they did not get 
immediate response from the instructors like the technology would have suggested. R3 says “sometimes you 
don’t get a response immediately like the technology suggests they can respond anytime but it’s not, in the real 
life it’s not like that.” Due to this reason, the students became less active because they were dealing with a 
machine and not a human being. In online supervision, it was harder to explain than when meeting face-to-face. 
Besides that, slow internet and lack of skills in computer usage added to the problems of the students.  
 
3.6 Satisfaction with online supervision 
 
Most of the graduate students mentioned that they were generally happy and satisfied with the online supervision. 
One student stated that she rarely had to see the instructor because of the online supervision. Another student, R4, 
said that the online supervision helped them to progress even if they did not have time to meet the instructors 
face-to-face. However, one of the students, R3, was neutral towards the use of online supervision but could keep 
up with the need of online platform to the extent the student was satisfied. Only R1 maintained that she was not 
happy and satisfied with the online supervision. She emphatically said that one needed to have a face-to-face 
consultation in the research methodology class. 
 
3.7 Students’ readiness for online supervision 
 
Based on the interview, the majority of the participants (five agreed and one disagreed) was ready to utilize the 
online supervision to their benefit. Online supervision is very simple and an easy way for learning and 
supervising students. In addition, one student mentioned that because of the existing gadgets that most students 
have these days, it was better for them to start utilizing the online supervision. Nevertheless, if the coordinator 
wanted to utilize online supervision, he had to be more systematic and carefully planned. Besides that, the 
instructors have to be more involved with the feedback for online supervision to be successful. However, one of 
the students said that she was not ready to use online supervision because she was a full time student unlike the 
rest of her classmates. As in the previous table, R1 felt that she was not ready for the online supervision. She 
gave the reason that she was a fulltime student and that she would prefer the more traditional approach to 
teaching, i.e. face-to-face learning. 
 
3.8  Face-to-face or online supervision 
More students appeared to prefer face-to-face supervision than online supervision. The students stated that face-
to-face supervision encouraged more progress compared to the online supervision. This was due to the fact that 
face-to-face supervision contained real interactions and gestures. Therefore, the learning gained would be clearer. 
Besides, face-to-face supervision puts more pressure on the students to work. It forces them to be more 
committed to their research. Meanwhile, one student explained that the online supervision might bring about 
misunderstandings unless there was real time communication incorporated into the course such as the video call- 
Skype. Furthermore, one student preferred face-to-face supervision and the online supervision should only be 
something complementary. Moreover, another student preferred a mixture of both online supervision and face-to-
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face supervision. However, one of the respondents preferred more online supervision because if the students had 
any questions, they could ask the instructors instantly through electronic measures. They did not have to make an 
appointment for a consultation. In addition, even if they had a consultation the time given for them was short and 
insufficient. 
 
3.9 Changes to the online supervision 
 
Most of the graduate students expressed the hope that the instructors should participate more in the online 
supervision. One student (R4) said that the instructors and the students should have more interactions whether it’s 
synchronous or asynchronous. One student stated that the instructors should educate themselves first on how the 
technology works so they could assist the students. This is due to the fact that the online supervision would 
benefit only if there was real practice. Besides, one of the students mentioned that there should be a manual 
available on how the online supervision should be run. In addition, a checklist of the course should be available 
to evaluate how the research proposal was progressing. This change was suggested by R6. 
 
3.10 Continuation of the online supervision 
 
Based on the interview, all of the respondents agreed that the online supervision component on the course should 
continue to be implemented in the future. The reason was that everyone was using technology to communicate 
nowadays including the instructors, so technology should be expanded to include supervision. One of the 
students maintained that online supervision should be implemented in the future but with proper arrangements in 
order to maximize the benefit of the online supervision. One student viewed online supervision as advantageous 
and it should be implemented right away. In addition, the online learning should also be applied for other courses 
and not just for the research methodology class. Meanwhile, one student believed that the online supervision was 
needed in the future but face-to-face supervision should not be omitted entirely. A mixed mode course with both 
online interaction and face-to-face interaction would provide a balance to the students. 
 
4. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
Batts (2008) and Atan et al (2004) who had investigated the use of the  online approach  found that students do 
learn  equally well from online courses as they do from the traditional approach courses. However , most of these 
studies have been conducted abroad and  very few studies have been investigated locally in Malaysia especially 
with regard to the use of online learning in a research methodology course. This study intended to investigate 
graduate  students’ perception in terms of their readiness to use the online approach. This study also intended to 
find out the students’ experiences in using the online component in the course . The findings are clear that the 
graduate students generally  do welcome the use of the online component in a research methodology class. To 
them it is not whether face-to-face or the online component but both. They maintained that there should be a 
hybrid learning approach that comprise both the online componenet and face-to-face learning. One student 
summarized it well “I think we should have a mixture of both... 50 % face to face and 50 % online supervision.” 
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